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How 

Lenin 

led to 
Stalin 





FORTHE LENINIST far | 
left the collapse of the j 
USSR has thrown up j 
more questions then it 

answered. If the Soviet 
Union really was a 
^workers state’ why j 
were the workers un- | 
willing to defend it? j 
Why did they in fact wel¬ 
come the changes? 



Use 



What happened to Trotskys "political 
revolution or bloody counter revolu¬ 
tion"? Those Leninist organisations 
which no longer see the Soviet Union 
as a workers state do not escape the 
contradictions either. If Stalin was 
the source of the problem why do so 
many Russian workers blame Lenin 
and the other Bolshevik leaders too. 

The mythology of "Lenin, creator and 
sustainer of the Russian revolution" is 
now dying. With it will go all the 
Leninist groups for as the Soviet ar¬ 
chives are increasingly opened it will 
become increasingly difficult to defend 
Lenin’s legacy. The Left in the west 
has dodged and falsified the Lenin 
debate for 60 years now. Now however 
there is a proliferation of articles and 
meetings by the various Trotskyist 
groups trying to convince workers that 
Lenin did not lead to Stalin. Unfortu¬ 
nately much of this debate is still based 
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on the slander and falsifications of 
history that has been symptomatic of 
Bolshevism since 1918. The key ques¬ 
tions of what comprises Stalinism and 
when did "Stalinism” first come into 
practice are dodged in favour of rheto¬ 
ric and historical falsehood. 


Stalinism is defined by many features 
and indeed some of these are more 
difficult then others to lay at the feet of 
Lenin. The guiding points of Stalin's 
foreign policy for instance was the idea 



j of peaceful co-existence with the West 

while building socialism in the USSR 
("socialism in one country”). Lenin is 
often presented as the opposite ex- 
! treme, being willing to risk all in the 
| causeof international revolution. This 
; story like many others however is not 
| all it seems. Other points that many 
! would consider characteristic of Stal¬ 
inism include, the creation of a one 
party state, no control by the working 
i class of the economy, the dictatorial 
rule of individuals over the mass of 
society, the brutal crushing of all work¬ 
ers’ action and the useofslander and 
historical distortion against other left 
groups. 


SOCIALISM 
IN ONE COUNTRY 

The treaty of Brest-Livtoek of 1918, 
which pulled Russia out of World War 
j - I, also surrendered a very large amount 
i of the Ukraine to the Ausfcro-Hungari- 

• ans. Obviously, there was no potential 
| of continuing a conventional war 
(especially as the Bolsheviks had used 
the slogan "peace, bread, land” to win 
mass support). Yet, the presence of the 
Makhnovist movement in the Ukraine, 
clearly demonstrated a vast revolu¬ 
tionary potential among the Ukrain¬ 
ian peasants and workers. No attempt 
was made to supply or sustain those 
forces which did seek to figjit a revolu¬ 
tionary war against the Austro-Hun¬ 
garians. They were sacrificed in order 
to gain a respite to build “socialism” in 
Russia. 

The second point worth considering 
about Lenin's internationalism is his 
insistence from 1918 onwards, that 
the task was to build “state capitalism, 
as “If we introduced state capitalism in 
approximately 6 months'time we would 
achieve a great success .. V He was also 
to say * Socialism is nothing but state 


capitalist monopoly made to benefit 
the whole people*. * This calls into 
question Lenin's concept of socialism. 

ONE PARTY STATE 

Another key feature many would asso¬ 
ciate with Stalinism was the creation 
of a one party state, and the silencing 
of all opposition currents within the 
party. Many Trotskyists will still try 
to tell you that the Bolsheviks encour¬ 
aged workers to take up and debate 
the points of the day, both inside and 
outside the party. The reality is very 
different for the Bolsheviks rapidly 
clamped down on the revolutionary 
forces outside the party, and then on 
those inside that failed to toe the line. 

In April 1918 the Bolshevik secret 
police (The Cheka) raided 26 Anar¬ 
chist centres in Moscow. 40 Anar¬ 
chists were killed or injured and over 
500 imprisoned 4 . In May the leading 
Anarchist publications were closed 
down 4 . Both of these events occurred 
before the excuse of the outbreak of the 
Civil War could be used as a justifica¬ 
tion'. These raids occurred because 
the Bolsheviks were beginning to lose 
the arguments about the running of 
Russian industry. 

In 1918 also a faction of the Bolshevik 
party critical of the party's introduc¬ 
tion of Talyorism* (the use of piece 
work and time & motion studies to 
measure the output of each worker, 
essentially the science of sweat extrac¬ 
tion) around the journal Kommunist 
were forced outof Leningrad when the 
majority of the Leningrad party con¬ 
ference supported Lenin's demand 
*that the adherents ofKomm imist cease 
their separate organisational 
existence *. 1 

The paper was last published in May, 
silenced Wo* by discussion, persua- 
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sion or compromise, but by a high pres¬ 
sure campaign in the Party organisa¬ 
tions, backed by a barrage of violent 
invective in the party press...*. 9 So 
much for encouraging debate!! 

A further example of the Bolsheviks 
‘encouraging debate' was seen in their 
treatment of the Makhnovist in the 
Okranine. % This partisan army which 
fought against both the Ukrainian 
nationalists and the White genera Is at 
one time liberated over 7 million people. 
It was led by the anarchist Nestor 
Makhno and anarchism played the ma¬ 
jor part in the ideology of the move¬ 
ment. The liberated zone was ran by a 
democratic soviet of workers and peas¬ 
ants and many collectives were set up. 

ECHOS OF SPAIN 

The Makhnovistsentered into treaties 
with the Bolsheviks three times in 
order to maintain a stronger united 
front against the Whites and national¬ 
ists. Despite this they were betrayed 
by the Bolsheviks three times, and the 
third time they were destroyed after 
the Bolsheviks arrested and executed 
all the delegates sent to a joint mili¬ 
tary council. This was under the in¬ 
structions of Trotsky! Daniel Guerin s 
description of Trotskys dealings with 
the Makhnovists is instructive “He re¬ 
fused to give arms to Makhnos parti- 
sans , failing in his duty of assisting 
them, and subsequently accused them 
ofbetrayal and of allowing themselves 
to be beaten by white troops. The same 
procedure was followed 18 years later 
by the Spanish Stalinists against the 
anarchist brigades ” 7 

The final lid was put on political life 
outside or inside the party in 1921. 
The 1921 party congress banned all 
factions in the communist party itself. 
Trotsky made a speech denouncing 
one such faction, the Workers Opposi- 








tion as Having *placed the workers 
right to elect representatives above the 
party. As if the party were not entitled 
to assert its dictatorship even if that 
dictatorship temporarily clashed with 
the passing moods of the workers 
democracy*. 9 

Shortly afterwards the Kronstadt ris¬ 
ing was used as an excuse to exile, 
imprison and execute the last of the 
anarchists. Long before Lenins death 
the political legacy now blamed on 
Stalin had been completed. Dissent 
had been silenced inside and outside 
the party. The one party state existed 
as of 1921. Stalin may have been the 
first to execute party members on a 
large scale but with the execution of 
those revolutionaries outside the party 
and the silencing of dissidents within 
it from 1918 the logic for these purges 
was dearly in place. 


Another key area ia the position of the 
working class in the Stalinist society. 
No Trotskyist would disagree that 
under Stalin workers had no say in the 
running of their workplaces and suf¬ 
fered atrocious conditions under threat 
of the state’s iron fist. Yet again these 
conditions came in under Lenin and 
not Stalin. Immediately after the 
revolution the Russian workers had 
attempted to federate the factory 
committees in order to maximise the 
distribution of resources. This was 
blocked* with Bolshevik 'guidance’, by 
the trade unions. 

By early 1918 the basis of the limited 
workers control offered by the Bolshe¬ 
viks (in reality little more then ac¬ 
counting) became dear when all deci¬ 
sions had to be approved by a higher 
body of which no more than 50% could 
be workers. Daniel Guerin describes 



The family tree of Leninism ...an inherited genetic disease is killing off its branches 


the Bolshevik control of the elections 
in the factories “elections to factory 
committees continued to take place , 
but a member of the Communist cell 
read out a list of candidates drcuvn up 
in advance and voting was by show of 
hands in the presence of armed ‘Com¬ 
munist* guards. Anyone who declared 
his opposition to the proposed candi¬ 
dates became subject to wage cuts, etc . * • 

On March 26th 1918 workers control 
was abolished on the railways in a 
decree full of ominous phrases stress¬ 
ing “iron labour discipline” and indi¬ 
vidual management. At least, say the 
Trotskyists, the railways ran on time. 
In April Lenin published an article in 
Isvestiya which included the introduc¬ 
tion of a card system for measuring 
each workers productivity. He said 

~..we must organise in Russia the study 
and teaching of the Talyor system *. 
“ Unquestioning submission to a single 
will is absolutely necessary for the 
success of the labour process... the revo¬ 
lution demands , in the interests of 
socialism, that the masses unquestion - 
ingly obey the single will of the leaders 
of the labour process* 10 Lenin declared 
in 1918. This came before the civil war 
broke out and makes nonsense of the 
claims that the Bolsheviks were trying 
to maximise workers control until the 
civil war prevented them from doing 
so. 

With the outbreak of the Civil War 
things became much worse. In late 
May it was decreed that no more than 
1/3 of the management personnel of 
industrial enterprises should be 
elected. 11 A few “highlights” of the 
followingyears are worth pointing out. 
At the ninth party congress in April of 
1920 Trotsky made his infamous com¬ 
ments on the militarization oflabour 
“the working class...must be thrown 
here and there , appointed , commanded 

just like soldiers. Deserters from la - 
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hour ought to be formed into punitive 
battalions or put into concentration 
camps V 12 The congress itself declared 
“no trade union group should directly 
intervene in industrial management. * 1S 

ONE MAN MANAGEMENT 

At the trade union congress that April, 
Lenin was to boast how in 1918 he had 
*pointed out the necessity of recognis¬ 
ing the dictatorial authority of single 
individuals for the purpose ofcarrying 
out the soviet idea V 4 Trotsky declared 
that “labour..obligatory for the whole 
country, compulsory for every worker is 
the basis of socialism* 1 * and that the 
militarisation oflabour was no emer¬ 
gency measure 1 *. In War Communism 
and Terrorism published by Trotsky 
that year he said “The unions should 
discipline the workers and teach them 
to place the interests of production above 
their own needs and demands*. It is 
impossible to distinguish between 
these policies and the labour policies of 
Stalin. 

WORKERS REVOLTS 

PerhapB the most telling condemna¬ 
tion of the Stalinist regimes came from 
their crushing of workers’ revolts, both 
the well known ones of East Berlin 
1953, Hungary 1958and Czechoslova¬ 
kia in 1968 and scores of smaller, less 
known risings. The first such major 
revolt was to happen at the height of 
Lenin’s direction of the party in 1921 
at Kronstadt, a naval base and town 
nearPetrograd. The revolt essentially 
occurred when Kronstadt attempted 
to democratically elect a Soviet and 
issued a set of proclamations calling 
for a return to democratic soviets and 
freedom of press and speech for “ the 
anarchists and left socialist parties*. 17 
This won the support of not only the 
m ass of workers and sailors at the base 
but of the rank and file of the Bolshe- 

















vik party there as well. Lenin’s re- j 
sponse was brutal. The base was 
stormed and many of the rebels who | 
failed to escape were executed. Kron¬ 
stadt had been the driving force for the 1 
revolution in 1917 and in 1921 the \ 
revolution died with it. 

There are other commonly accepted 
characteristics of Stalin ism. One more 
that is worth looking at is the way 
Stalinist organsiations have used slan¬ 
der as a weapon against other left : 
groups. Another is the way that Stalin 
re-wrote history. Yet again this is 
something which was a deep strain 
within Leninism. Makhno for example 
went from being hailed by the Bolshe¬ 
vik newspapers as the “Nemesis of the 
whites'* '*to being described as a Kulak 
and a bandit. 

SLANDER 

Modern day Trotskyists are happy to 
repeat this sort of slander along with 
describing Makhno as an anti-Semite. 
Yet the Jewish historian M. Tcher- 
nikover says “It is undeniable that, of 
all the armies , including the Red Army, 
the Makhnovists behaved best with 
regard to the civilian population in 
general and the Jewish population in 
particular . 

The leadership of the Makhnovists 
contained Jews and for those who 
wished toorganise in this manner there 
were specific Jewish detachments. The 
part the Makhnovists played in de¬ 
feating the Whites has been written 
out of history by every Trotskyist his¬ 
torian, someother historians however 
consider they played a far more deci¬ 
sive role then the Red Army in defeat¬ 
ing Wrangel 20 . 

Kronstadt provides another example 
of how Lenin and Trotsky used slander 
against thei r political opponents. Both 


attempted to paint the revolt as Being i 
organised and lead by the whites, i 
Pravda on March 3rd, 1921 described . 
it as "A new White plot....expected and 
undoubtedly prepared by the French , 
counter-revolution'*. Lenin in his re¬ 
port to the 10th party congress on i 
March 8th said “White generals , you j 
all know it, played a great part in this, j 
This is fully proved**. 71 

Yet even Isaac Deutscher, Trotskys 
biographer said in ‘The Prophet Armed’ 
“The Bolsheviks denounced the men of 
Kronstadt as counter-revolutionary 
mutineers , led by a White general. The 
denunciation appears to have been 
groundless ” 25L 

RE-WRITING HISTORY 

Some modern day Trotskyists repeat 
such slanders, others like Brian Pearce 
fhistorian of the Socialist Labour 
League in Britain) try to deny it ever 
occurred “No pretence was made that 
the Kronstadt mutineers were White 
Guards'™ In actual fact the only czar- 
ist. general in the fort had been put 
there as commander by Trotsky some 
months earlier! Lets leave the last 
..words on this to the workers of 
Kronstadt “Comrades, don't allow 
yourself to be misled . In Kronstadt , 
power is in the hands of the sailors, the 
red soldiers and of the revolutionary 
workers** u 

There is irony in the fact that these 
tactics of slander and re-writing his¬ 
tory as perfected by the Bolsheviks 
under Lenin were later to be used with 
such effect against the Trotskyists. 
Trotsky and his followers were to be 
denounced as “Fascists” and agents of 
international imperialism. They were 
to be written and air-brushed out of 
the history of the revolution. Yet to¬ 
day his followers, the last surviving 
Leninists use the same tactics against 
their political opponents. 
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The intention of this article is to pro¬ 
voke a much needed debate on the 
Irish left about the nature of Leninism 
and where the Russian revolution went 
bad. The col lapse of the Eastern Euro¬ 
pean regimes makes it all the more 
urgent that this debate goes beyond 
trotting out the same old lies. If Len¬ 
inism lies at the heart of Stalinism 
then those organisations that follow 
Lenin’s teaching stand to make the 
same mistakes again. Anybody in a 
Leninist organisation who does not 
take this debate seriously is every bit 
as blind and misled as all those Com¬ 
munist Party members who thought 
the Soviet Union was a socialist coun¬ 
try until the day it collapsed. 

Andrew Flood 

I. V | Lenin “Left wing childishness and 
petty bourgeois mentality *. 2. V I. Lenin 
“The threatening catastrophe and how to 
fightit’\ 3.M. Brinton “The Bolsheviks and 
Workers Cootroi" page 38, 4. M. Brinton 
page 38, 5. Brinton, page 39, 6. Brinton, 
page 40, 7. D. Guerin “Anarchism ”, page 
10L 8. Brinton. page 78. 9. Guerin, page 91. 
10. Brinton, page 41, 11. Brinton, page 43, 
12. Brinton. page 61, 13. Brinton. page 63, 
14. Brinton, page 65. 15. Brinton, page 6 
16. I. Deutscher, ‘The Prophet Armed” 
pages 500-07, 17. Ida MetL’Tbc Kronstadt 
Uprising ”, page 38, 18. A. Bokman, “Nestor 
Makhno ”, page 25, 19. quoted by Voline 
“The Unknown Revolution", page 572. 20. 
P. Berland, “Makhno", Le Temps, 28 Aug, 
1934, 21. Lenin, Selected Works, vol IX, 
p. 98, 22. Deutscher. The Prophet Armed, 
pagcSU. 23. Labour Review, vol V, No. 3. 
24.1. Mctt, page 51. 


ON QUOTES AN6 MISQUOTES 

The problem when writing an article cov - 
ering this period of history is where you 
select your quotations from. Both Lenin 
and Trotsky changed their positions many 
times in this period. Many Leninists for 
example try to show Lenin's opposition to 
Stalinism by quoting from Slate and Revo- 
lution{ 1917). This is little more then decep¬ 
tion as Lenin made no attempt to put the 
program outlined in this pamphlet into 
practise In any case it still contains his 
curious conception of Workers control. 

I have only used quotes from the October 
revolution to 1921 and in every case these 
quotes are either statements of policy, or 
what should be policy at the time. As so¬ 
cialists are aware governments in opposi - 
tion may well say "Health cuts hurt the 
old, the sick and the handicapped" It is 
however in power that you see their real 
programme ex posed. 
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Further reading 

If you want to find out more about 

where the revolution failed these are 

some books worth getting 

•The Bolsheviks Ac Workers’ Control 

by Maurice Brinton. £ 3.95 

• The K ronstad t Uprising by Ida Mett 

£1.75 

•Anarchism by Daniel Guerin £4.95 
♦History of the Makhnovist move¬ 
ment (1918-21) by Piotr Arshinov. 
£5.50 

All available post free from VVSM 
Bookservice, PO Box 1528, Dublin 8. 
Cheques or Postal Orders payable to 
Workers Solidarity Movement. 











BEYOND 
FEMINISM 


Anarchism & 
Human Freedom 


Tew would quarrel with the statement that societal 
changes resulting from feminist struggle have been 
nothing short of profound. These changes have been 
brought about by the efforts of women belonging to 
the "first wave" of feminism in the early !9<Xfc and, 
more recently, by the "second wave" of women's 
struggle that emerged in the 1960s and continues to 
this day. it is hard to think of even one aspect of our 
lives that has not been touched in some way by the 
women’s movement. We need only to look ai the 
lives of our own mothers to see how much things have 
changed in the last 20years. The restrictions that my 
Mother laced first as a girl and then as a woman in the 
19-IOs and 1950s have been largely overcome by 
women who fought against the confines of sexism. 
Today, women arc by and large recognized as 
legitimate citizens of our society and are seen by most 
as valuable members of the community in their own 
right. 

Women's fight for legitimacy has not been 
easy. It has been met with great resistance, not only 
in men, but also by some women. The fact that men 
as a group have resisted women's emancipation led to 
the establishment of a separate women's movement. 

If we look back to the 1960s, for example, we can sec 
that the sexism within the New Left forced women to 


look elsewhere for satisfying political involvementr 
As Angela Miles notes: 

The ringing statements of cat ty 
feminist manifestos as well as 
subsequent analyses of the petiod 
show clearly that feminists left male 
dominated gr oups, not from weakness 
hut from positions of strength and 
experience, to cany forward a struggle 
for a cultural ’ economic , social and 
sexual rev olution that had faltered on 
men s refusal to address their own 
power over women. 

The humanism of the New Left, like the ideology of 
tnninsiream society, was male-defined. The 
contradiction was great -- marxists, anarchists, 
trotskyists, maoisls. and others were all ostensibly 
lighting for human liberation, but they undertook this 
light without confrontingsexism. The New Left 
simply did not take women as women seriously. 

! hese movements drove women out of the left 
because the fundamental conception of the human 
being within the left was overwhelmingly male. Issues 
like women s sexual and intellectual freedom, 
childcare, housework, violence against women and 


children, sexual harassment, and the objectification of 
women weic not addressed in any serious way by the 
male left. Left politics was on the whole more 
concerned with the theory and practice of toppling 
governments or seizing power than with looking after 
children. I his is not to say that left-wing politics 
accomplished nothing during the 1960s; in fact, the 
left was responsible for a critical re evaluation of late 
capitalism which shook the very foundations of our 
society. 1 he movement, at once playful and deadly 
serious, challenged the authority of the state to send 
men in war, challenged the authority of the capitalist 
to steal Imm workers, and challenged the right of the 
church to control sexuality. What it did not challenge 
was the right of men to exercise power over "their" 
women. On the whole, led wing men did not 
question their own dubious right to define the human 
race in their image - as male. As a result, a women's 
movement emerged not only in opposition to the 
*^ism of the dominant culture, but also in response 
to the lack of a nonsexist and thereby truly humanist 
left 

The snuggle by women for liberation has 
emerged out of a myriad of contexts and situations, 
both personal and political. Some women came to 
feminism through left wing politics: maoism, 
anarchism or socialism, for example. Other women 
embraced feminism because, trapped in suburban 
kitchens, they confronted and overcame what in 1963 
Betty Friedan called "the problem that has no name" 
by giving it a name: male domination. Still others 
found themselves involved in the women's movement 
because it allowed an alternative to heterosexuality. 
There arc probably as many reasons for Joining the 
women’s movement as tin* are women. This has 
resulted in a wonderfully d» eisc collection of groups 
and tendencies within tin feminist movement. 

Among others, these include marxist feminists, 
socialist feminists, radical feminists, lesbian 
separatists, anarcha-fcminists, integrative feminists, 
libera! feminists and cco feminists. Not only do these 
various groups differ from one another, hut even 
within groups there exist subtle and not-so subtle 
differences and factions. This fluid, ever changing 
pluralism, which resists rigid categorization, is one of 
the movement's strengths, while simultaneously 
posing challenging analytical problems for theorists 
concerned with understanding the feiitinisi 
movement. Therefore, instead of becoming mired in 
a tiring ami unrewarding discussion of wlial divides 
the women’s movement it is more useful to identify 
what these various groups have in common \Vhat 
unites these women as feminists Is their shared belief 
that women in our society arc unfairly disadvantaged 
relative to men. While there is much disagreement 
over the causes, effects, and possible solutions to the 
domination of women by men, all feminists ate united 
in their refusal to accept women's subordination as 
unchangeable. 

This refusal has had enormous effects on the 
practice of politics in our society. Marxists, socialists, 
liberals, even mainstream politicians must now in 
some way or other address the concerns pm forth by 
feminists. While some of the changes have been 
symbolic, like the decreasing use of sexist language in 
public, other changes such as the increased 



availability of birth control and abortion has been 
undeniably concrete. These changes are due to the 
tfniiitaricy oUbc women’s movement over the past 
twenty years, a militancy that has demonstrated vci 
clearly that if men do not treat women as full 
members of the human species, we will simply go 
elsewhere. And go elsewhere we did - into our 
consciousness raising groups, our womenonly slu 
sessions, our feminist action committees, our 
autonomous, self run women’s movement. 

1 his creation by women of a movement Jo 
women provided the opportunity for many nf us ti 
taken seriously for the first time in our lives. Inste 
of fighting with left-wing men to put childcare on t 
agenda, we wrote the agenda ourselves. I his. I 
believe, is the most important achievement of tire 
women’s movement -- women did not ask for 
freedom, we took it. As Emma Goldman boldly 
wrote: 

1 he right to rote, or equal civil rights , 
nwv be good demands, but five 
emancipation begins neither at the 
polls nor in conns. In begins in 
woman s soul. History tells ns that 
every oppressed class gained (me 
liberation from its masters tluougft its 
own efforts. It is net essaiy that 
woman leant that lesson, that she 
realize that her freedom will reach as 
far as her power to achieve her 
freedom reaches. 

The feminist movement has indeed freed "woman 
soul", certainly within the movement itself Thai 
achievement has permeated the rest of the left, ar 
a lesser extent mainstream society, is a testament 
the vitality and strength of women’s struggle. 












W hile acknowledging these 
accomplishments, I would like to turn now to what I 
see an inherent limitation of the feminist movement: 
the lack of an intrinsic critique of power and 
domination per sc The absence of such a critique in 
the one of feminist thought results in the inability of 
feminism as a whole either to envision or to create a 
world where all people can be free. I would like to 
suggest that the political philosophy of anarchism, 
with its implicit critique of power, offers an 
alternative to feminism in the ongoing struggle for 
human liberation. 

To speak of |K>wcr as a thing or phenomenon 
that can exist independent of human consciousness is 
to profoundly misunderstand the whole problem of 
povwi itsell. Power exists as a relationship between 
imlr idual human beings whereby one individual 
attempts to negate the free will of another When 
the will ol one has been successfully imposed upon 
another, then there exists a situation ol domination 
I hat power is a relationship between two parties - 
the oppressor and the oppressed and not something 
metaphysical or otherwise beyond the grasp and 
control of human individuals, is clearly understood by 
anarchist thinkers. 

in the early part of this century. Emma 
Goldman quoted these lines from John I Icnry 
Mack »y*s poem in her essay “Anarchism: What It 
1U allv Stands For**: 

/ ant an Antuchisi! H7i cnj'ore 1 will 

Not 'rule. and als(> ruled / will iuU he! 

These words clearly and succinctly express the 
integrity that is fundamental to the anarchist position 
inicgiity born out of the double imperative to both 
de nounce and renounce the cxcicisc of power. 
Anarchist political philosophy is based upon the 
beliel that people arc capable of self-determination, 
that self-determination is the foundation for human 
liccdoni. and that power relationships undermine 
self determination and therefore must he constantly 
opposed This uncompromising anti- 
authoritarianism is what makes anarchism so 
compelling to its adherents, both as a philosophy and 
as a political movement. Anarchists understand that 
freedom Is grounded in the refusal of the individual to 
exercise power over others coupled with the 
opposition of the individual to restrictions by any 
external authority. TlitiS, anarchists challenge any 
form of organization or relationship which rosters the 
exercise of power and domination. For Instance, 
anarchist^ qppnsc the State because the act of 
governing depends upon the exercise of power, 
whether it be of monarchs over their subjects or, as in 
the case of a democracy, of the majority over the 
minority. Anarchists also rally against the institution 
of organized religion, which they regard as both 
implicitly ami explicitly engendering relations of 
hierarchy and domination Compulsory education, 
sexual repression, censorship, private property, 
alienated labour, child abuse - all these ate 
relationships of power that anarchists critically 
challenge. 

Of course, many expressions of power exist in 
our society other than those 1 have just listed; what 


distinguishes the anarchist from other political 
activists is that the anarchist opposes them all This 
condemnation of power per sc is fundamental to the 
anarchist position and gives it a critical impetus that 
takes it beyond traditional political movements. The 
feminist movement, with its central concern the 
liberation of women, docs not contain within itself 
the larger critique of power that is basic to anarchism. 
What I hope to demonstrate below is that without an 
implicit condemnation of power as such, feminism 
ultimately fails by limiting itself to an incomplete 
struggle for liberation. 

In my view, it is absolutely necessary that an 
explicit anti authoritarianism be present in a political 
philosophy if it is to bring about true human 
liberation. No hierarchy is acceptable, no ruler is 
allowable, no domination is justifiable in a free 
society. Clearly, if this anti authoritarian principle is 
not fundamental to a political philosophy, then 
domination and hierarchy can exist in theory and 
practice without presenting a crisis. As a movement, 
feminism does not have as a defining characteristic an 
anti authoritarian critique of power and domination; 
therefore, as a political philosophy, It is insufficient 
for the liberation of all people. 

Of course it is possible to point to various 
groups and individuals within feminism who arc 
critical of power, domination, and hierarchy. The 
feminist writer Marilyn French, for instance, criticizes 
power in her book Beyond Power: On Women. Men 
and Morals and advocates building a new world on 
what she argues is the opposite of power - pleasure. 
Another feminist writer, StarhawK, likewise criticizes 
the exercise of what she calls "power-over" and 
advocates the use of consensus decision making as 
one means to counter power. Angela Miles, in ficr 
essay "Feminist Radicalism in the 1980s", argues lor 
an "integrative" feminism that opposes ait forms of 
domination These are only three examples of 
feminist thinkers who consciously oppose the exercise 
of power and domination; there exist many others. 

f fowever, while one can point to examples of 
feminist thought that focus on the problem of power, 
this does not indicate in any sense that a critique of 
power is necessary or integral to feminist theory taken 
as a whole. In other words, just as one can be a 
feminist and oppose power like the three writers cited 
above, it is also possible and not inconsistent for a 
feminist to embrace the use of power and advocate 
domination without relinquishing the right to be a 
feminist. For example, in her essay ‘The Future - If 
There Is One - Is Female", Sally Miller Gearhart 
.iigues for the establishment of a matriarchy; she says 
\\e must "begin thinking of flipping the coin, of 
making the exchange of power, of building the 
ideology of female primacy and control." A 
malti:Mvhy. like a patriarchy, is based on power; the 
tact that in a matriarchy women hold the power does 
not negate flic fact that power is still being exercised. 
Jo freeman, in her article "The Tyranny of 
Sirm tuicicssncss", argues that feminists must 
abandon their small leader less groups in favour of 
designated power and a strong, centralized feminist 
organization, in place of small grassroots groups that 
use consensus So make decisions. Freeman advocates 


huge scale democratic decision-making, without 
questioning the tyranny o t the majority over the 
minority that is inevitable in any democratic form of 
oiganization. For Freeman, if feminism is to be 
successful, then "some middle ground between 
domination and ineffectiveness can and must be 
found." Cleatly. Freeman sees nothing wrong with 
women participating in forms of polities which arc 
based on the exercise of domination and power. Betty 
Friedan, feminist author of 1 he Feminine My stique 
and Th e Sec ond $tagc , argues in both books that the 
struggle for and the achievement of women's equality 
should take place without disturbing the existing 
hierarchies of the state and the capitalist economic 
system. Friedan has no quarrel with economic or 
political power -- she simply wants men and women 


to be able to compete for power on an equal fooling. 
Gearhart, Freeman. Friedan - all three arc 
undeniably feminist, and all three accept power as 
part of their world view. This acceptance of power 
does not in any way disqualify them from being 
feminists. Feminism may allow for a critique of 
power, but a critique of power is not ncccssaiy to 
feminism. 

In spite of the fact that some feminists eh a 
embrace the use of power, the argument has been 
made by certain theorists that feminism is inhcicnd 
anarchistic. For instance. Lynne Farrow takes this 
posiiion when she claims that "Feminism practices 
what Anarchism preaches." Peggy Kornegger also 
asserts an identity between the two movements wbc 
she states, 'Feminists have been unconscious 
















harchists for years." Both Farrow and Kornegger, in 
heir enthusiasm to link feminism with anarchism, 
gnorc groups and individuals within the women s 
aovement who are decidedly "archie", that is who 
ndorsc the use of power in both theory and practice, 
ty collapsing anarchism and feminism into one 
novemenl, Kornegger and Farrow disregard the rich 
liversity of perspectives that make up the feminist 
novement, at the same time committing a grave 
must ice to anarchism by rendering it redundant. If 
Feminism practices what Anarchism preaches." who 
reeds anarchism anyway? In fact, feminism and 
innrehism arc not identical movements as Farrow and 
^ or,,c £S CT su ggest; femin ism as a whole recognizes 
he Iniquity of the oppression ui wonien oy men; 
inarchism opposes oppression of ail kinds. Certainly 
ome feminists look beyond sexism to a wider, 
inarchistic critique of power; however, this wider 
:ritique is not at all necessary to feminism. 

Since it is possible, and In fact quite likely, 
hat one could he a feminist without sharing the 
tnarchis! sensibility towards power, then ills logical 
o ask whether It is possible to he an anarchist 
tfthout being a feminist. In other words, can 
innrehism accommodate the oppression of women 
without contradicting itself? As anarchism is a 
tolltical philosophy that opposes «// relationships of 
K>wcr, it is inherently feminist. An anarchist who 
upputs male domination contradicts the implicit 
fiuque of power which is the fundamental principle 
ipon which all of anarchism Is built. Sexist anarchists 
lo indeed exist, hut only by virtue of directly 
ontradicling their own anarchism, litis 
ontradietton leaves sexist anarchists open to 
ritscism on their own terms. Anarchism must Ire 
eminist if it is to remain self-consistent. 

Not only is anarchism inherently feminist. 

»ut also it goes beyond feminism in its fundamental 
ipposttion to all forms of power, hierarchy, and 
lomination Anarchism transcends and contains 
eminism in its critique of power. This implicit 
opposition to (he exercise of power gives anarchism a 
wider mandate, so to speak, than feminism or other 
iberatory movements such as marxism. Anarchist 
Kditical philosophy and practice is free to critically 
oppose any situation of oppression. While race, class, 
ige, gender, sexuality, or ability, for instance, may 
rose analytical problems for other movements, 
warehfsm is capable of dealing with all these issues as 
egitimate because of its fundamental commitment to 
rcfcdtrfri fftfr nZ/peopW.' No and bppHsssidh is given : 
pedal status in anarchism ~ nil oppression is equally 
tndcsiiable. Anarchism fights for human freedom 
igarnst each and every form of power and 
lomination, not just a particular historical 
Manifestation of power. This gives anarchism a 
lexibility not available to any other movements. Not 
inly can anarchism address any form of oppression 
hat exisis today, it is versatile enough to he able to 
espond to any form of oppression that may emerge 
n the future. If tomorrow, for instance, left handed 
iconic were proclaimed to be criminals for their lack 
if right-handedness, anarchists would have to oppose 
uch oppression in order to remain true to 
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anarchism’s underlying ami-authoritarian piincipks. ! 

It is this fundamental anti-nuthoiitarianKm that leads 
anarchists to fight for the dignity and freedom ol such 
groups as women, people of colour, gays and lesbians, 
people with AIDS, the differently ablcd, the poor, and 
the homeless, among others. Anarchism goes beyond 
other lihcratory movements in opposing oppression 
in whatever form it takes, without assigning priority 
to one oppression over another. 

Unlike most other political movements, 
anarchism understands that ail oppressions arc 
mutually reinforcing; therefore it urges that the 
liberation struggle take place on many fronts at once 
thus some anarchists concentrate on challenging 
state power, others focus on opposing male 
domination, and still others spend their cncig> J 

fighting against capitalist exploitation, compulsory ,l J 

heterosexuality, organized religion, and a myriad of 
other causes. The anarchist movement 
accommodates a diversity of anti authoritarian 
struggles, and while each is recognized as being 
essential to the establishment of a truly free society, 
none is placed as prior to or more important than the ; j 

others. Anarchism fights all oppression in all its 
forms. 

Anarchism goes beyond feminism, indeed 
beyond most other lihcratory movements, in its 
relentless quest for human freedom. Certainly there 
arc people working within other movements who 
share anarchism’s aversion to power; however, any 
political movement that does not have at its core an 
anti-authoritarian critique of power leaves itself open jJ 

to anarchist questioning. The gift of anarchism lies in ' j | 
this critique - a thoughtful but relentless questioning 
of authority and power, one which seeks to create a 
world where all may live in freedom. 

- L. Susan Brown 
(reprinted front 
O ur Generation. 21:1) 
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